besides the entry in the catalogue of the traveling exhibit. ' Bean considered the statue a representation of Demeter, and the name has lingered. Under the understandable influence of the find spot, the British scholar established a parallel with the seated marble Demeter from Knidos now in the British Museum,6 and suggested, "at least provisionally," that the bronze was one of the many purchases made by Knidos around the middle of the fourth century B.c., when the transfer of the city to a new location within the peninsula demanded new statuary to adorn the new sanctuaries.' Though admitting that no copies of the statue are extant and that there is a general dearth of similar pieces, particularly in bronze, Bean emphasized the stylistic and typological resemblances to the marble Demeter and assumed that the bronze also represented a seated figure. The Exhibition Catalogue repeated Bean's remarks and even suggested that the British Museum Demeter might have been made to replace this lost bronze. I have come to somewhat different conclusions, and therefore a description of the Izmir piece seems desirable. 7 Bean, at the time of writing for the ILN, was still uncertain between two possible locations, of which only the one nearer to Knidos would have satisfied the requirements of his conjecture. This supposition seems less tenable now that the finding spot has been localized with precision. Cf. supra, n. 2. [AJA 71
The "Lady from the Sea" is actually only a head, with a large area missing over the forehead, and the front half of an armless torso. The back side is entirely lost. She is over lifesize, larger than the British Museum marble,8 a mature but youthful matron, with hair pulled back at the temples and almost totally hidden by drapery. By contrast, the Demeter of Knidos has long locks falling on either side of her neck down to the chest and a large portion of her hair is left uncovered by her wrap. The bronze lady is rather heavily dressed: a mantle with heavy folds crosses over her chest, fully covering the left breast but passing obliquely below the right.' Under the himation a peplos is fastened over both shoulders, clearly visible on the right. Finally, at the neckline, the crinkly edge of a chiton emerges, now the only preserved indication of an undergarment which probably reappeared over the arms as buttoned sleeves, and around the ankles. This attire differs from that of the London Demeter, who is almost totally enveloped in her himation, with only a chiton underneath. The most basic difference lies in the head covering. While there is no question that the Knidian Demeter had her mantle pulled over her head, probably as a sign of mourning, the bronze lady clearly wears a separate veil, which descends lower over her hair and floats around her head with a most unusual, windswept effect.'o But the greatest point of discrepancy between the two statues is the pose. Contrary to general opinion, there is good evidence that the bronze figure is standing. The group of folds originating from the left breast falls with a vertical course hardly in keeping with a seated position. Moreover, in its present state, the figure extends to slightly below the waist, and therefore, were it sitting, low enough to show the incurving outline of the lap necessitated by the seated pose. Since no such indication is apparent, we must infer that the bronze portrayed a standing matron.
The "Lady from the Sea" should therefore be described as a standing woman, heavily dressed in chiton, peplos and himation, with veiled head slightly inclined toward her left and presumably glancing at an object held in her left hand. It is also likely that her right arm extended forward and partly across the waist, since the folds over the right side are only roughly finished and obviously not meant to be seen." Her mantle, passing under both armpits, probably looped over her right arm and shoulder after encircling her back.
Another of the veil is more distinctive, but, to my knowledge, unparalleled. Remote comparisons can be established with figures of dancers,1 where however the rendering is justified by the motion, or with other personages pulling the head cover aside with the hand."6 But in the latter case only one side of the veil leaves the face, while in the Izmir bronze both sides seem to fluctuate.?7 In summary, it seems best not to attach any specific connotation, divine, heroic or human, to the presence of the veil.
The rich wardrobe is also not significant and can be appropriate for either mortals or immortals. One would perhaps hesitate in associating it with Aphrodite, who is traditionally more scantily or provocatively dressed, but even this possibility cannot be excluded.'" The combination of chiton and peplos, often with a mantle, can be found on many grave reliefs'9 and statues in the round, either divinities or human beings, both in the late Classical and Hellenistic periods.20 From Pergamon come several parallels, among which the most significant is perhaps the upper torso of a woman with chiton, peplos, himation drawn over the head, and diadem.21 It has been tentatively identified as a statue of Attalos II's mother, and dated within his reign or that of his successor, Attalos III, hence within the second century B.C.
Iconographically there exists, besides the seated version, a type of standing Demeter, perhaps best exemplified in a black marble statue in the Uffizi with arms and head in white stone.22 The goddess is identifiable through the diadem decorated with ears of wheat, and it has been suggested that the use of contrasting colored marbles was meant to convey the image of a mourning Demeter. The Uffizi statue goes back to a mid-fourth century prototype, and does not compare too closely with the "Lady from the Sea": the attire is different, and the head turns in the opposite direction without the downward tilt so typical of the bronze. 23 In consideration of the above it seems best, at the present state of our knowledge, to suspend judgment on the identification of the bronze. Demeter, though a possible candidate, is not necessarily the most obvious subject, and I am inclined to consider the "Lady from the Sea" an anonymous personage and a mortal rather than a divine figure. The large size and the material do not necessarily speak in favor of a cult purpose,24 and the statue could well have represented one of the many important women at the court of the great Hellenistic rulers. Further confirmation is perhaps provided by the date of the bronze. Unquestionably a Greek original, the statue has until now been unanimously dated to the fourth century B.c., but the quiet yet non-classical features of the rounded face, the pensive expression, the elaborate costume, the clear differentiation in texture of the various garments--especially the rendering of the chitonthe impressionistic effect of the fluttering veil, seem to be more in keeping with a date early in the third century B. The upper part of the head is lost, but enough is preserved to show that the top of the veil virtually constituted the cranium (pl. ioo, fig. 12 ). This head covering, as preserved, was cast in three pieces: the two lateral flaps which join the main "crown" at the temples27 (pl. 99, fig. 8 ) and over the nape;28 and the rounded part which once formed the dome of the head before descending to the neck, where it is interrupted by the "collar" to be described below. This technical procedure facilitated the windblown effect of the veil flaps; that they were indeed meant to appear in motion, and that their position is not caused by the later vicissitudes of the statue, seems supported by the fact that at no point, as far as preserved, do they join or touch the other garments. See especially pl. ioo, fig. io , where the infiltration of light clearly proves the separation between torso and veil.
The head is actually hardly more than a facemask with two projecting "tongues" arching toward the back, where they are united by the intervening stretch of veil (pl. 99, fig. 6 ). The face was completed up to slightly above the hairline, and the hair must have been engraved before head and veil were assembled-see over the temples, pl. 99, fig. 9 . It is now impossible to determine whether the figure wore a diadem under the veil, but it seems unlikely. At the base of the face, where the chin line joins the throat, runs a "collar," 2.95 cm. in height, which attaches the head to the neck and the neck to the shoulders. This circular strip of metal is perfectly uniform and functions as a ring, inserted perhaps to adjust the tilting of the head. It does not follow the outline of the jaw, as would seem logical, but runs slightly below it at an ever-widening angle, as can be seen in pl. ioo, fig. 13 . The joints are visible only from the interior (pl. 99, figs. 7 and 8; contrast fig. 9 ).
Since the back of the figure is almost totally lost the description must be confined to the front, but there is no doubt that the veil continued down the shoulders as one more separate piece. Over the front, the base of the neck expands into the triangular area of the chest, which is however much larger than it appears on the exterior. Notice for instance the hole visible from the interior along the right edge and toward the apex of the triangle (pl. 99, fig. 8 ): this hole does not appear on the exterior, where it is covered by a superimposed piece (pl. 98, fig. 3 ). The soldering line of this large chest triangle is visible from the interior, and even some excess metal resulting from the soldering (pl. 99, figs. 8 and 7) .29 It should however be admitted that joints are not always easy to detect, even from within, because of good workmanship and the present condition of the bronze.
From the outside, between the edge of the peplos and the chest piece, was inserted the crinkly sliver of the chiton, which is held in place by its position and is not traceable from the interior. But also the heavier folds of peplos and himation do not correspond exactly to the inner surface. Only one major pleat is easily detectable because of the large hole between the breasts visible both from the inside and the outside. From the interior one can also recognize the group of smaller folds below the left breast (pl. 99, fig. 7 
